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Vive Charlie! 


Welcome to issue 19 of Vive Charlie. Due to recent events we feel we should respond to the 
increasing levels of criticism we are receiving for being a co-host of the Mohammed Cartoon 
Exhibition. The exhibition is due to take place in central London on Friday 18th September 2015. 


Vive Charlie was created in the direct aftermath of the massacre at the offices of Charlie 
Hebdo, where satirists and cartoonists were amongstthose murdered fortransgressing Islamic 
blasphemy laws. The purpose of Vive Charlie is to stand in solidarity with those that support 
freedom of expression and speech, so when a Mohammed cartoon exhibition was proposed 
we agreed to co-host the event and provide the artwork for the exhibition. The reason we 
were asked to co-host was that we had already run our own Vive Charlie draw Mohammed 
competition and had suitable artwork for the exhibition. 


The event was publicly announced and we received support from many people. However, 
over the last two weeks, criticism has steadily increased because Paul Weston is due to speak 
at the event after being invited to do so by Sharia Watch. 


We confirmed with Sharia Watch that we were happy for Paul Weston, Geert Wilders and the 
LSS to speak at the event. All of the speakers share the view that we should be able to depict 
Mohammed without fear of reprisals. Any other views held by the speakers, including Paul 
Weston, are not relevant within the context of this event. Perhaps we were naive to expect 
other freedom of speech supporters to understand that "sharing a platform" about one issue 
(Mohammed cartoons) does not automatically mean we share ALL о the views of EVERYONE 
present. Paul Weston has every right to voice his opinions and views and to ask him to step 
down from speaking, or for us to withdraw, would be an infringement of his right to speak and 
to be heard on the subject of Mohammed cartoons. The crux of this issue appears to be the 
desire by some to control who gets to have freedom of speech and who doesn't. 


By co-hosting this event we are not supporting, sharing, or legitimising anyone's views other 
than those regarding the right to depict Mohammed and oppose blasphemy laws. With maturity, 
many of our dissenters will come to realise that we are all permitted to agree or disagree with 
whatever views we like, still be civil with people and without having to fear violent reprisals. 
It would be hypocritical of us to claim we support freedom of expression and then pull out of 
the event because we don't agree how someone has exercised that freedom.. 


Hopefully this has cleared up where we stand and why, irrespective of criticism, we are happy 
to co-host the Mohammed Cartoon Exhibition. 


On a lighter note we would like to welcome to our team of regulars at Vive Charlie, our new 
‘News Editor’, @acommonlawyer and our new columnist @OttoSquire. Welcome aboard 
chaps. 


We hope you will enjoy issue 19 of Vive Charlie and thank you for your continued support. 


Wd lor» 


^ There are 60million-of-us but only 646 of them 


Britain's Vilest Troll - Daily Mail. 
Award winning Columnist, Satirist, 
cmt Libertarian legend. Champion of 


a Z al 


Free Speech and a Free Society. 


There's GOLD in them thar cliffs... 


If you've ever had the misfortune to travel through 
Calais on your way to eat foie gras, fine oysters or 
haute cuisine in the land of our distant cousins, you'll 
know it's an industrial shithole that even the French 
avoid and the British used to run and then abandoned 
back in the middle ages. Bleak empty factories, 
windswept dunes and high unemployment add to an 
atmosphere of hopelessness and despair and the 
feeling that something better must be just over the 
horizon. 


No doubt the swarms of would be economic migrants 
currently huddled in tents awaiting their chance at the 
“British Way of Life” feel the same, but unlike us, 
they've passed through some of the richest and most 
productive countries in Europe to get there. 


So why? 


Now | know that many speak English and England 
would fast track their ability to earn a living, and | 
begrudge no one that, but let's do alittle more analysis 
of who is desperate to bypass the normal controls we 
place on immigration in favour of simply shouting 
“asylum” as they crawl out of the back of a lorry on 
the A2. 


Firstly, the UK has an enviable policy of not issuing 
ID cards to citizens and unlike most of Europe, we 
don't have to register our address with the Police. It 
is incredibly easy to simply vanish into the black 
economy and acquire yourself a new ID, along with 
passport, NI number and access to abundant state 
benefits — and vast immigrant networks exist in the 
UK to facilitate exactly this. If you are on the run from 
a little local tribal difficulty in whatever fly blown hell 
hole you had the misfortune to be born in, the UK will 
wash you of all your sins and leave you a glistening 
upstanding example of multiculturalism faster than 
you can valet a Mondeo, inside and out, innit. 


Next, our open borders philosophy of the last decade 
has enabled vast ghettoes of non EU immigrants in 
our inner cities —a home from home if you like — where 
whatever your business was in Mogadishu ог 
Damascus can quickly and profitably be re 
established and should the need arise to put it ona 
more formal footing, the black market InstaCitizen 
system will see you inundated with mortgage offers 
or council accommodation as fast as you can say 
"Batmanghelidjh". 


The French, already knowing this from their 
experiences with North African immigrants, are smart 
enough to realise that making it easy for Middle 
Eastern or West African migrants is not going to help 
France in the long run, so to apply for asylum, you'll 
need an address. In France. Hence no one in Calais 
does and the pot of gold remains just over 22 miles 
away across the Channel. 


Now I'm a no borders, free movement Libertarian but 
that doesn't include allowing all and sundry to wander 
through my country estate pissing in my rose bushes 
and stealing the hens' eggs. l've spent a fair part of 
my life living in other people's countries but it has 
always been on their terms and l've always played by 
their rules or | have left for pastures greener. Ignoring 
the lush pastures of Switzerland or the foothills of 
Tuscany to end upin a welfare paid B&B in Dagenham 
sets alarm bells ringing. 


We have seen the result of unlimited unskilled 
immigration during the Labour years and by pure 
coincidence, we have seen the growth of Big State/ 
Big Governmentto match it. Of course politicians wish 
to harvest those votes from those dependent on Big 
Government but they retire to thatched cottages in 
the Mendips, not gang ridden inner city hell holes 
predated on by Kebab War Mafias carving out new 
turf in the land of plenty. 


When European pioneers set out to conquer the wilds 
of the new Frontier and the New Worlds, they faced 
the challenges head on and dug the gold of the 
Klondike with their bare hands. The impoverished 
pioneers of today, armed with a £5K ticket from a 
migrant smuggler are not romantic self reliant types 
looking to set up homesteads on the plains, they are 
here to exploit a welfare system that was designed to 
provide from cradle to grave. Free healthcare, 
housing, education, cash and pensions for life is fine 
for the people who are actually paying for it all, but as 
long as that lid remains off the jam jar, expect the 
wasps to gather — in this case, at Calais. 


| can't blame them for trying, any more than I'll blame 
a dreadlocked squatter for climbing in through my 
unlocked window to sleep on my leather chesterfield 
whilst drinking my finest single malt but we both know 
he's not entitled to it or welcome to it. And more to 
the point, we all know he's not right to demand it. Ask 
Yale, who make the locks - they know the customer 
is always right. 


| knew these 
water cannons 
would come 
in handy 


Anjem Choudary: Lock up the literalists 
but don’t discuss the book! 


‘Success is the ability to go from one failure to another without loss 0۴ ۰ 


y 


— 
y. 


Anjem Choudary joined Sean Hannity and Pamela 
Geller recently on Fox News to discuss whether 
she should face the death penalty for organising 
the controversial ‘Draw Mohammed Contest’. One 
arsehole to another, Hannity asked Choudary 
whether he thought homosexuals should also be 
killed - to which he replied “if they do the act 
publicly and there are witnesses - it does carry 
capital punishment, yes.” But what if it happens 
by surprise, having dropped the soap in a prison 
shower? This is a question he might soon have 
to think about - as he found himself in court this 
last week. 


So what exactly were the charges? According to 
the Crown Prosecution Service “Between 29th 
June 2014 and 6th March 2015, Anjem Choudary 
invited support for a  proscribed terrorist 
organisation, namely ISIL, also known as ISIS or 
the Islamic State". 


Of course he supports the creation of a caliphate 
and the implementation of the Sharia — it's 
basically his catchphrase. And he has a long and 
well documented history of endorsing the actions 
of ‘proscribed terrorist organisations’. But as a 
lawyer, Choudary has always chosen his words 
carefully — which makes his arrest this week all 
the more intriguing. It's unlikely that he had a nine 
month lapse in concentration, and was wistfully 
blurting out his murderous intentions at any given 
chance - so what's changed? 


In arecent speech on extremism, David Cameron 
said “We need toputoutofaction the key extremist 
influencers who are careful to operate just inside 
the law, but who clearly detest British society and 
everything we stand for”. 


[5 nice to see that the Government are finally 
taking note of the public mood around such 
despicable takers-of-piss, but rather than 
betraying our liberal principles by locking away 


token bogeymen for thought crimes, surely the 
best way to counter this threat is by removing the 
legal and societal barriers which have thus far 
prevented a reasoned debate. 


Lord Pearson of Rannoch, a former leader of 
UKIP, is currently launching an initiative called 
Shall We Talk About Islam - adding that those 
that do are “branded Islamophobic racists or 
accused of stirring up religious hatred”. This could 
well be true in the case of Lord Pearson, it doesn't 
really matter. Butthefactthatthe mere suggestion 
of talking about Islam is being greeted with such 
hostility should set alarm bells ringing. 


It's ironic that the EDL only rose to prominence 
as a result of Choudary's own Wooten Bassett 
protest of 2010. Following the protests, a 'swarm' 
of shaven heads and England flags, helped to 
conflate racism and the criticism of Islam in the 
publicconsciousness. Islamophobia, a term made 
up in the nineties, suddenly had a hideous face. 


But the only real mental disorder here is the 
Government's Islamophrenia: Being tough on 
Islamic fundamentalists, while insisting they have 
nothing to do with the fundamentals of Islam. 


That said, Cameron's speech did contained one 
important observation: 


"Thefactis from Woolwich to Tunisia, from Ottawa 
to Bali, these murderers all spoutthe same twisted 
narrative, one that claims to be based on a 
particular faith. Now it is an exercise in futility to 
denythat. And morethanthat, itcan be dangerous. 
To deny it has anything to do with Islam means 
you disempower the critical reforming voices". 


It's not just bigots who are affected by this stifling 
environment, it's Muslims too. 
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ISIS IN LONDON: HOW MANY MORE 
| TIMES CAN WE SAY ‘I TOLD YOU 50°? 


By Raheem Kassam, Editor-in-Chief, Breitbart London 


У @RaheemKassam 


B Breitbart London 


As you may be aware, | hold the august title of 
Islamophobe of the Year 2014, as dictated by a terrorist- 
friendly, Iranian-run think tank. | don't know what 
happened to me over the 12 months afterwards, but 
apparently | wasn't mean enough to the cyber-Islamists 
to warrant holding onto my crown. 


But perhaps that will change next year, because what 
Islamists and terror-sympathisers really hate is when 
you're right. Following recent news that young jihadi 
brides have been radicalised and recruited at an East 
London Mosque, allegedly at the hands of those linked 
to the Islamic Forum of Europe (IFE), Britain's 
“Islamophobes” will once again be able to say with one 
voice, "We told you so." 


The Mail on Sunday reports: 


Islamic leaders and some of their family members 
blamed the internet for grooming the four schoolgirls, 
who were all pupils at Bethnal Green Academy in Tower 
Hamlets, East London. 


But now it is claimed that Sharmeena was first 
radicalised inside the East London Mosque, 
Whitechapel, allegedly by women from a group called 
Islamic Forum of Europe (IFE). She then allegedly 
groomed three friends to join her at the meetings. 


This is of course, the same IFE that so many of us hard 
warned about, specifically with regards East London, 
radicalisation, and the now terminated mayoralty in 
Tower Hamlets of Lutfur Rahman. Hats off particularly 
to Andrew Gilligan and Ted Jeory, who have been 
banging on about this for longer than most. 


Channel 4's Dispatches programme, led by Gilligan, 
even uncovered a transcript of a 2009 IFE recruitment 
course, which admitted: “Our goal is not simply to invite 
people and give da'wah [call to the faith]. Our goal is 
to create the True Believer, to then mobilise those 
believers into an organised force for change who will 
carry out da'wah, hisbah [enforcement of Islamic law] 
and jihad [struggle]. This will lead to social change and 
iqamatud-Deen [an lslamic social, economic and 
political order]." 


It's really very little surprise to some of us that IFE are 
therefore being implicated in the latest radicalisation 
revelations. This is a group that has prided itself on its 
takeover of swathes of East London, and that counts 
amongst its political successes, not just the election of 
Mr Rahman, but also that of George Galloway to 
Parliament in 2005. 


un 


The group's spokesman, Azad Ali, is known for 
opposing democracy in favour of Sharia law, has 
praised the now deceased Al Qaeda preacher Anwar 
Al Awlaki, and endorsed the killing of British and 
American soldiers. Curiously, he worked at the heart 
of the civil service during the last Labour government. 


But the rabbit hole goes deeper than that, and starts 
to incorporate some of our friends on the hard left. 
Because Ali is also the Vice Chairman of Unite Against 
Fascism, a group that masquerades as being pro free- 
speech, and human rights, but has one of the most 
blunt, ugly, and fascistic approaches to political 
campaigning of all the campaign groups in Britain 
today. 


Its sister organisation, Hope not Hate, chases around 
right wing politicians, acting as a political party, and 
publishes spurious reports and demands for the British 
government to curtail freedom of speech. 


But Unite Against Fascism's allegiance with an Islamist 
sympathiser may help to explain how the terrorist 
murderer of a British soldier came to speak at one of 
their rallies in 2009. 


And Ali, despite all this, still enjoys the support of 
numerous Labour MPs, as well as Conservative Party 
peer Baroness Warsi, who Prime Minister David 
Cameron put at the heart of government during the 
last government. Indeed the Prime Minister himself is 
a signatory to Unite Against Fascism’s founding 
documents. 


So now what? 


Well if the allegations, that IFE is an ‘ISIS in London’ 
recruiter, and against the East London Mosque hold 
up, there surely has to be cause to proscribe the group, 
disrupt its recruitment, and even demand full structural 
change of the mosque’s management and 
transparency. Either that, or given its history, shut it 
down altogether. 


Owen Jones & Jeremy Corbyn are the 


error | wins 


\ 


My friends 
at Hamas and 
Hezbollah are 
really going to 

like you 


ME 


| militarily 
support the IRA 

against the 

British State 


Cecil has passed on! This lion is no more! He has ceased to 
be! He’s expired and gone to meet his maker! He’s a stiff! 
Bereft of life, he rests in peace! If you hadn't skinned him 
and made him into a rug he'd be pushing up the daisies! His 
metabolic processes are now history! He’s off the plain! He’s 
had his bucket kicked, He's shuffled off his mortal coil, run 
down the mountain and joined the bleeding choir invisible!! 


HE IS AN EX-LION!! 


Trust me 
Jericho, you won't 
feel a thing 


There were more angry scenes on social media this week, as people got worked up 
over another disgusting slaying. It seems a white American man is in trouble for killing 
what turned out to be a much-loved apex predator, rather than a young black person 
from a poor neighbourhood. Such is the indignation that | can only recommend that 
poor black people in the US start dressing as lions. White people will still be scared of 
you and want to kill you, but at least there will be some decent outrage when you're 
bagged. #LionLivesMatter 
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Supporting Kids Crack Habits 


WHEN FEMIN ISTS ATTACK 
Vive Charlie News Editor 


м @acommonlawyer 


ASKED HOW 
I COULD 
HELP! 


Another week, another dose of outrage. Famous 
atheist Richard Dawkins (apparently, he also does 
some science type stuff between bouts of being a 
non-believer) incurred the righteous fury of some 
internet feminists. Ms Lauren Nelson was so 
moved that she felt compelled to pen a lively piece, 
in which Dawkins was upbraided for having the 
temerity to suggest that Islam needed a feminist 
revolution. 


His three main failings ("fails", in modern parlance) 
were said to be a failure to acknowledge that such 
a thing already existed, his arrogance as an 
outsider offering help, and then being mean when 
the first two misdeeds were drawn to his attention. 


We're going to take a brief look at each of these 
criticisms, but not before | set out my own 
perspective. | am a wealthy white man living in 
Western Europe. | was raised a Christian. | do not 
thinkthatany views canbe placed beyondcriticism, 
regardless of their inspiration or origin. | am a 
passionate defender of free speech, and the 
principle of secularism. My (limited, white, male) 
understanding of feminism is that it works to 
achieve equality between men and women. | 
believe this to be a Good Thing"". 


Firstly, the Islamic feminist revolution. Gender 
equality, sadly, is conspicuous in its absence from 
large segments of Islam, and in particular from the 
legal manifestation of Islam, Sharia. Yes, | know 
thatotherreligions can also bea bitnasty to women, 
but Dawkins and Nelson both used the |-word, and 
I’m trying to stay on topic. Ms Nelson began by 
tackling Dawkins' knowledge of experiences of 
Muslim women: 


"He's relying primarily on mainstream media 
accounts of what it's like to be a woman living in 
Middle Eastern countries where Islam is prevalent. 
To be sure, those stories can be jarring. Who can 
hear Malala tell her tale and not be moved? Who 
can read of an 11-year-old Iranian girl being gang 
raped without rage?" 


As an aside, “can be jarring”? ‘Can be’? ‘Jarring’? 
These stories are absolutely fucking horrendous. 
| have no idea what Dawkins knows or doesn't 
know about the lives of Muslim women, but what 
of the Islamic feminist revolution? I'm pleased to 
say that in the centuries that have passed since 
Mo set up shop, the place of women in Islam has 
changed beyond recognition. No longer are they 
the oppressed victims of a violent and 


misogynistic belief system, in which they are 
treated as chattels and under which they suffer 
horrendous—sorry? What? Ah. Well, we can 
dream. In the meantime, perhaps we can forgive 
Dawkins for failing to recognise the progression 
of feminism in Islam, such as itis, as a ‘revolution’. 


Let's move on from the semantic discussion of 
what to call this progression, and consider the role 
a non Muslim, non woman should play in a 
discussion of feminism in Islam. Is it arrogant to 
offer help? | have to disagree. It would certainly 
be arrogant for an atheist man to give Muslim 
women a step-by-step guide on how to ‘liberate 
themselves' from religious oppression, but that's 
exactly what Dawkins didn't do. He simply asked 
how he could help. 


The question itself demonstrates a lack of 
knowledge. By asking, he admits that he does not 
know what the answers are. The answer may be 
a detailed list of the help that is needed. Sadly, 
such a simple and tidy answer is unlikely to present 
itself. The answer may be "nothing, this is 
something we need to handle ourselves'. That 
would be a determined effort to be self-reliant. The 
answer certainly isn't to start writing articles about 
how Dawkins ‘spectacularly fails’. 


Finally, Dawkins was taken to task for being 
‘derisive and belittling’. | have a confession to 
make. | don't care. | don't care if he called you 
stupid. | don't care if he insulted your religion or 
other belief system. | don't care if he said you were 
fucking ridiculous for shoe-horning your 
‘precocious six year old’ into your writing bio. 


If you want to get upset about belittling attitudes, 
if you want a worthy target for your internet rage, 
| can recommend looking into the status of women 
in Islam. In particular, you may wish to consider 
their rights in ‘Middle Eastern countries where 
Islam is prevalent’ (| believe preferred usage is 
‘dominant’, by the way). 


This is what the world has become. A simple 
enquiry in a tweet, a grand total of 140 characters, 
has been criticised for lacking context and 
perspective. The dialogue has moved away from 
feminism in Islam. To the Muslim feminists who 
have read this far, my commiserations. You have 
enough on your plates without my sarcasm. Га 
ask how | can help you, but at this point, I’m afraid 
to ask. 


The Diplomat Of Islington North 


eu: 


Diplomacy (noun): the work of maintaining good 
relations between the governments of different 
countries 


Diplomat (noun): a person who represents his or 
her country's government in a foreign country : 
someone whose work is diplomacy 


A week ago Labour leadership hopeful Jeremy 
Corbyn gave a long interview to Channel 4's 
Krishnan Guru-Murthy. This section, onhis calling 
Hamas ‘friends’, immediately started doing the 
rounds due to Corbyn's apparent loss of temper. 


By just using that single word ‘friends’ against 
him Guru-Murthy left available to Corbyn the 
defence he decided to make. He said: 


I spoke at a meeting aboutthe Middle East crises, 
in Parliament, and there were people there from 
Hezbollah and | said ኘ welcomed our friends from 
Hezbollah" to have a discussion and a debate. 


Later he said: 


I’m saying people I talk to, | use it т a collective 
way saying ‘our friends were prepared to talk’. 
Does it mean | agree with Hamas and what it 
does? No. Does it mean / agree with Hezbollah 
and what they do? No. What it means is, to bring 
about a peace process you have to talk to people 
with whom you may profoundly disagree. 


On the surface this is almost plausible. This was 
indeed what a diplomat might say, it is the 
language of diplomacy. Political activist, satirist 
and comedian, Heydon Prowse seemed to agree 
and said: 


What an idiotic line of questioning. Doesn't c4 
understand the concept of diplomacy. 


We had a brief discussion about his view. It didn't 
go well. 


In reply to Alan Johnson's open letter to Corbyn 
addressing his previous praise for members of 
Hezbollah and Hamas, the website Left Futures 


Mi. @CanYouFlyBobby 


By David Paxton 


"We who are about to be offended salute you" 


a daviddpaxton.com 


carried a piece called Reactionary and Dishonest. 
In it is a more fleshed out version of Corbyn’s 
defence: 


...the all too common view that anybody who 
supports dialogue and diplomacy with Hamas and 
Hezbollah must necessarily wholly endorse their 
politics as well. 


Jeremy Corbyn was ahead of his time in 
recognising the need to talk to Sinn Fein and the 
IRA in 1984 when he invited Gerry Adams to 
London, and the same is true in relation to Hamas 
and Hezbollah. This farsighted act was subject to 
a furious barrage of criticism at the time, and yet 
now over 30 years later the importance of such 
acts of dialogue and goodwill in bringing an end 
to the Troubles could hardly be more 
uncontroversial. 


...Corbyn also understands that peace can only 
be achieved through mutual respect and 
diplomacy. 


I think itis worth examining this notion that Jeremy 
Corbyn is a lone, extra-governmental diplomat 
bravely ahead of his time in seeking peace and 
that we cannot draw any other conclusion from 
his conduct. 


BFFs 


As mentioned, only the word 'friends' was brought 
up in the interview and without full context, 
Corbyn's explanation has legs. Try this: 


"We are gathered here for an important meeting 
of opposing views. On my right are some friends 
from the Black Panther Party and on my left are 
friends from the Ku Klux Klan. Hopefully by coming 
together as friends we can... etc” 


That could get in under the excuse of being 
‘diplomatic’. 


Now try this: 


“It is my pleasure and my honour to host an event 
where my friends from Stormfront will be speaking. 


will be speaking. | also invited friends from the 
Ku Klux Klan to speak but unfortunately the FBI 
won't allow them to travel so it will only be friends 
from Stormfront. The Ku Klux Klan is an 
organisation dedicated towards the good of 
American people and bringing about long-term 
peace and social justice, and political justice.” 


How does that sound to you? | don't believe the 
latter example would be consistent with Corbyn’s 
claim 1 use itin a collective way saying ‘our friends 
were prepared to talk". It goes well beyond 
standard diplomatic niceties. 


Here is a video of the offending speech, see for 
yourself. He said exactly that about Hamas and 
Hezbollah and he was being very friendly indeed. 


If he profoundly disagrees with them why claim 
the bit about social and political justice? Hamas’ 
form of ‘political justice’ is to execute their political 
opponents. Hamas's ‘social justice’ is to murder 
people for being gay. Hamas’ ‘long-term peace’ 
includes a Charter clause calling for the 
destruction of Israel and the divinely ordained 
killing of Jews. And feeling ‘honoured’ to host 
holocaust deniers means either A: Corbyn thinks 
‘honour’ means something it doesn’t or B: He has 
some fundamental problems with his morality. 


To go as far in his praise as Corbyn does is 
grotesque and hints far more at outright support 
than the forced diplomatic nicety, while holding 
his nose, which one mighttolerate or expect. Who 
would possibly say such a thing if they were not 
‘friends’ or did in fact ‘profoundly disagree’? | think 
he is being deceptive in the Channel 4 interview 
and this should be taken into consideration by 
those so willing to repeat the claim that Corbyn 
is the straight-shooting candidate of unflinching 
honesty and integrity. 

Who invited you anyway? 


Yes, peace talks without a unconditional 
surrender require compromise, they require 
some holding of noses. After a successful peace 
has been forged such actions can indeed appear 
noble and worthy. However, this realisation can 
also be used to cover a multitude of sins and just 
talking, per se, is not necessarily a worthy and 
noble act. 


John Major, who happened to be the actual prime 
minister and leader of the government, did a 
difficult and presumably correct thing in starting 
talks with the IRA. It was a careful and deliberate 
process that was straining against the idea that 
rewarding violence with power and 


representation might lead to more of the same. 
Do | have to laud Corbyn with the same praise 
when he invites IRA representatives to the 
Commons а fortnight after the Brighton 
bombing? This isn't the brave and principled 
putting aside of grievance, this is rewarding and 
forgiving brutal terrorist violence directly 
following its most clearly anti-democratic 
expression by saying that the more they bomb 
the more they should be given a seat atthe table. 


Imagine your young child is throwing a nasty 
tantrum in the supermarket because you refuse 
to give him sweets. Corbyn's unilateral 
intervention is the equivalent of the unwelcome 
shop assistant butting in and saying ‘don’t be a 
meany, look at his little face, give him a Mars 
Bar.’ It’s undermining, it’s unwelcome, it’s not 
really his business. But these aren’t sweets in 
a supermarket, this is a murderous terror 
campaign. 


This is not to say that a backbench MP cannot 
engage in dialogue that has little to do with his 
own constituents. However, in this case it is 
undermining the position of his own, and 
successive, governments at a time when its 
citizens were being murdered. 


Corbyn’s stands on Israel and Northern Ireland 
require no holding of the nose and no 
compromise. He supports their positions. 
Ultimately the Northern Ireland peace process 
was about changing the means and agreeing to 
disagree on the ends. In Israel any future 
dealings with any groups will require the same. 


The difference between those outcomes and 
approaches and that of our renegade diplomat 
is that he wants an end to Israel and have it 
replaced with a Palestinian majority state. He 
also wants the reunification of Ireland. He 
supports the aims of these groups and doesn’t 
seem to think the means should exclude them 
from anything. 


The Diplomacy of Adrian Mole Aged 66 & 1/4 
Owen Jones said: 


Гуе known Jeremy for years, and have shared 
numerous platforms with him on issues ranging 
from peace to social justice. He is the very 
antithesis of the negative caricature of an MP: 
he’s defined by his principles and beliefs. 


Great. Corbyn has taken several positions on 
foreign affairs and so one would expect some 


common themes running through these positions 
that can tell us what he is about. Let’s try and 
define him. 


He met with the IRA, but fine, some will consider 
this just Jezza the Diplomat diplomating, as he 
is wont to do. But at a Troops Out meeting in 
1987, Jeremy stood for a minute’s silence to 
“honour” eight IRA terrorists killed at Loughall. 
That event brought about the end of activities of 
an Active Service Unit from the East Tyrone 
Brigade that had been blowing up police stations 
and executing those present. What principle and 
belief can we deduce from that? 


From Andrew Gilligan’s Telegraph piece: (worth 
reading in full): 


Jeremy Corbyn was helping Sayyed Hassan al- 
Sadr celebrate “the all-encompassing 
revolution, "the 35th anniversary ofthe ayatollahs’ 
takeover in Iran. In his talk, entitled “The Case 
for Iran," he called for the immediate scrapping 
of sanctions on the country, which had not then 
promised to restrict its nuclear programme, 
attacked its colonial exploitation by British 
business and called for an end to its 
“demonisation” by the West. 


Corbyn has repeatedly praised members of 
Hamas. They kill gays, deny the holocaust and 
speak of starting a fresh one. He calls them a 
force for social justice. He praised the leadership 
in Venezuela while the oil-rich country was being 
run into bankruptcy and the freedom of the press 
was being eroded. 


Corbyn asserts that despite the wishes of the 
Falklands islanders, expressed through the ballot 
box, and despite a fascist junta invading them 
causing British servicemen to fight and die, the 
islands should be owned by Argentina. 


Corbyn wants an end to Israel, the most 
democratic and law-bound state in the region. 
The call for a single state solution with a 
Palestinian majority is, under present 
circumstances, a call not just for the end of a 
Jewish state but for the end to those living within 
it. It is conceivable that some might believe 
protecting the racial or religious identity of a state 
isin principle wrong. However, choosing to ignore 
the unique circumstances and history of the Jews 
and decide this principle cannot be bent in their 
case, that they cannot expecta nation where they 
are a majority, while wanting them to be at the 
mercy of those who openly call foranew genocide 
is, at the very best, immoral. 


Corbyn believes that the 1973 Chilean coup was 
‘run’ by the CIA. 


In that same Jones piece he said: 


...he was protesting against Saddam Hussein 
when the west was arming him 


Amore cynical person than | might well consider 
changing the word ‘when’ to ‘because’ to add 
greater truth to that statement. 


Taken on their own each of these could be a 
difference of opinion or а forgivable 
misjudgment. But combined as a life’s work? 


So is there a theme in Corbyn’s choice to 
consistently side with theocrats, homophobic 
thugs, genocidal fascists, murderers, terrorists, 
demagogues, deniers of freedom and 
exponents of oppression? Is there a belief in 
evidence when he praises the people who 
believe his own constituents are legitimate 
targets for car bombs and suicide vests? | think 
there is: Whatever his own government (Labour 
or Tory) wants, he is against. Wherever The 
Man is represented Corbyn is sticking it to him. 
And this stands in contrast to the slogans and 
lofty ideals spouted at the rallies he is so often 
seen at. 


This therefore isn't the CV of a great diplomat 
or a Campaigner for peace and human rights. 
Nor do his pretensions for a role in international 
relations add up to a statesman of value and 
importance. He’s notevena gifted amateur. This 
is merely adolescence dragged out into late 
middle-age. He is less Otto Von Bismark than 
Otto from The Simpsons. Laughable in a pub 
bore but fairly tragic at the forefront of a political 
party with a noble history. Corbyn should be 
seen as what he is, a 66 year old teenager using 
the stature of his MP status to make a bigger 
noise than a man of his ability otherwise could 
or should. If you are looking for the next Clement 
Attlee, keep looking. 


To observe the likes of Corbyn is to see the 
worst of the modern Left, where being seen to 
fight is more important than achieving the goals 
congruent with their slogans. Seemingly 
unaware of the victories the Left have won 
already, the need to keep sidestepping left has 
meant they’ve come out the other side and are 
now friends, allies and enablers of facists, 
racists, murderers and thugs. And worst of all, 
they expect a halo for being so. 


Wav 
[67/3015 
ОШО ЭЭ) 


Welcome to another ۴ 
edition of Blind Date, with me S 
Katie Hopkins. So my little scouse | 
docker, tell me what's your name 

and where are you from? 


My name is 
Len and | am the master \ 
of the Labour universe 
from Merseyside 


You're in fora 
treat tonight. Tell 


My name is 
Yvette and 
гт a Мит 


I'm Comrade My name 
Corbyn and К Liz 
| love Hamas and lm 


a Tory 


me your names 
and a bit about 
yourselves 
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I'd appoint I'd scrap all 
my husband as MM our nukes and I'd adopt 
my right hand join Hamas all the Tory 
policies 


OK, my first 
question is, if you 
were leader of the 
Labour Party what 
would you do first? 


He’s a war 
criminal and 
should be 
shot 


Ok my little 
lovely, what’s your 
second question? 
| won’t be backing 
any Blairites, what do |] 
you think of Tony? 


OK fatso, 
let’s have your | 


third question 


Who do you 
consider your 
closet ally? 


ጨሠ 
ነ 


Making 
Labour right 
wing again so 
we can win 
an election 
What is | | 
your main Pe 
priority? 


BLAM) DAVE 


So Lenny my 7 If | have to choose 
little lamb chop, anyone it would be 
who are you comrade Corbyn because 
going for? he’s a bloke. We don’t want 
a bloody woman leading 
our party. Never have, 
never will 


| 


ኒ 


So you think b 
sympathising with 
terrorism and being 


associated with 
holocaust deniers 
is a vote winner? 


votes than 'Bodybags 
Burnham' 


MORMONS VS. MUSLIMS 


Lloyd Billingsley is the author of Exceptional Depravity, anew crime book, and Hollywood Party: 


Stalinist Adventures in the American Movie Industry. He has written for City Journal California, 
Los Angeles Times, Wall Street Journal and many other publications. 


፻፳ LloydBillingsleyAuthor 


f/7 FRONTPAGE 


"The Book of Mormon" comes to Salt Lake City. 


But where are the suicide bombers? 


The Book of Mormon, an award-winning 
musical by the creators of "South Park," has 
opened in Salt Lake City. As ABC news put it, 
“The biting satirical musical that mocks 
Mormons received а rousing reception 
Tuesday in its first-ever showing in the heart 
of Mormonlandia, kicking off a sold-out, two- 
week run at a Salt Lake City theater.” So as in 
New York and Los Angeles, The Book of 
Mormon is a smash hit, contrary to what some 
expected. 


"Despite the jokes and jabs that create a 
caricature of Mormon beliefs," ABC news 
explains, "there were no protests outside and 
no mass walkouts during opening night. The 
playbill did include three advertisements from 
the Mormon church, including a picture of a 
smiling man with the words, "You've seen the 
play, now read the book." 


In similar style, during the Los Angeles run, 
the Church of Jesus Christof Latter Day Saints, 
released a statement: "The production may 
attempt to entertain audiences for an evening, 
but the Book of Mormon as a volume of 
scripture will change people's lives forever by 
bringing them closer to Christ." 


Clearly, the Mormons, whose six million 
American members include 2012 Republican 
presidential candidate Mitt Romney, can take 
a joke at their own expense. This marks a stark 
contrast to Muslims and Islam, by some 
accounts the fastest growing religion in 
America. When it comes to satire of their 
religion, Muslims respond in a rather different 
way. Consider, for example, what happened 
in January at the offices of the French satirical 
magazine Charlie Hebdo, which published 
caricatures of the prophet Mohammed. 


As the BBC noted, two masked gunmen 
dressed in black and armed with Kalashnikov 
assault rifles got out and approached the 
offices. They shot dead caretaker Frederic 
Boisseau, bodyguard Franck Brinsolaro, 
editor Stephane Charbonnier and four other 
cartoonists, plus three members of the 
editorial staff and a guest at the meeting. 


Stéphane Charbonnier "Charb" 
Murdered Director of Charlie Hebdo 


Witnesses said they had heard the gunmen 
shouting "We have avenged the Prophet 
Muhammad” and "God is Great” in Arabic 
while calling out the names of the journalists." 
The two Muslims also kiled a French 
policeman. "One of the attackers then walked 
up to the injured officer on the pavement and 
shot him dead at close range." 


This carnage was all over a few cartoons, but 
films on Islam draw a similar response. In 
2004, as the New York Times reported, "Theo 
van Gogh, a Dutch filmmaker and writer who 
had recently made a television film critical of 
Islam, was shot and stabbed to death on an 
Amsterdam street on Tuesday." The attacker, 
a Muslim, left a note with passages from the 
Quran. 


In his 1983 novel The Marrakesh One-Two, 
Richard Grenier noted the difficulties of 
making a movie about Mohammed, too holy 


tobeshownoreventospeak. Grenier's model 
was The Message (1977) by Moustapha 
Akkad, starring Anthony Quinn and subtitled 
The Story of Islam. Akkad, a Syrian who had 
worked with Sam Peckinpah, suggested the 
presence of Mohammed with a shadow. 
Orthodox Muslims denounced the film and 
the Nation of Islam took hostages. In 2005 in 
Jordan, a terrorist bomb claimed the life of 
Moustapha Akkad. 

Producers were noteager to buy the film rights 
to Salman Rushdie's novel The Satanic 
Verses, which drew afatwa from 5 
Ayatollah Khomeini. Rushdie managed to 
escape the death sentence but as Vanity 
Fairrecalled, “bombs exploded in bookshops 
in the U.S. and the U.K.; the book’s Japanese 
translator was shot and killed, its Italian 
translator was stabbed, its Turkish translator 
was attacked, its Norwegian publisher was 
shot, and two clerics in Saudi Arabia and 
Tunisia who spoke out against the fatwa were 
shot and killed.” In total, “more than 60 
people died in the controversy.” 


Meanwhile, there is no Islamic equivalent to 
the rock opera Jesus Christ Superstar, by 
Andrew Lloyd Webber and Tim Rice, which 
also became a movie. There is no Muslim 
equivalentto Mel Brooks’ History ofthe World 
in which Moses manages to drop five of the 
original 15 commandments. Charlton 
Heston, who played Moses in The Ten 
Commandments, said he had heard every 
Moses joke. As David Steinberg had it, God 
urges Moses to take off his shoes and 
approach. Moses burns his feet and God 
gleefully shouts “Aha! Third one today!” 


Comics, novelists, filmmakers and 
dramatists can satirize Judaism and 
Christianity, in all their variations, in 


complete safety and with great financial 
reward. As the record shows, those who try 
that with Islam may wind up dead. So while 
The Book of Mormon sells out in Salt Lake 
City, a musical comedy on Islam won't be 
opening any time soon. Scholars of 
comparative religion, along with the rest of 
the nation, might note the contrast. 


Davey old boy, we've got 
ourselves into a right old 
Eaton mess on expenditure 
this month. The champagne 
and caviar bill is going to 
push us well over budget 


Hmmm, who’s 


expendable and 


Taa POLITICIANS 


Et эж as AC 


Don't worry Georgie old 
boy, we've got the cover of 
austerity so we can сиё | 

anything we want to ensure 

the taxpayer gravy train 
keeps rolling for us. You'll 
think of something old boy 


a 
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Pat Condell - “Progressive” bigotry - the respectable 
kind. 


Dark Matter Saturday Night Live 
The Mass Murder Show Shark Tank -ISIS 


SPEECH WARS 


Episode sixteen. In expanding his evil empire, Moe the Merciless, 
needs to boost his numbers of blasphemy law enforcers and will 
go to any lengths to recruit the right sort. The Secular Alliance is 
determined to stem the flow of those being radicalised and 
joining the ranks for Moe the Merciless. 


We need to recruit more Ч No problem, I'll 
soldiers for Allan to continue ነ [launch a special appeal 
expanding our caliphate on my TV show 


Don't forget to 
mention all the perks 
we are offering 


Brothers, come 
and join ISIS and help 
us build the next golden 
| age of Islam and our very own 
modern caliphate. We're offering 
the full benefits package of an 
afterlife with 72 virgins in 
paradise and rivers of wine 


You also get to 
butcher infidels and take Y 
as many sex slaves as you 
want. Allan Ackbar 


) wm ACKBAR Е 
TV 


| see Britain’s favourite He’s been doing it for 

fundamentalist is on another years, he’s radicalised 

recruitment drive hundreds, but we can’t 

Л touch him, he is free to 
say what he likes 


e’ll have to put pressure o US 
Dhimmi Dave to change the РИ tell Dave that CP30bama 
rules of the game in our favour has just announced the very 
so we can bust him same initiative and he'll follow 

suit like the lapdog he is 


Even the Muslim ` 
Brotherhood's biggest fan, 
C3PObama, has changed the 
game so he can take out 
agents of Moe the Merciless. 
You need to get with the times 
so we can stop the caliphate's 
area manager for Europe, 
Andy Choudary 


That's going to be 
tough, he’s on our payroll as 
an informant, but I'll see 


what | can do 


ye 


E 
TL ap 
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In a change to his 
usual ‘Nothing To Do With 
Islam’ announcements, Dhimmi 
Dave has declared he is now 
prepared to tackle the poisonous 
ideology that’s being spouted 
by hate preachers to recruit 
would be terrorists 


SKY NEWS 


FLASH 


DHIMMI DROID & PRIME MINISTER R2DAVE2 AGREES 
TO GET TOUGH ON RADICALISATION. 


| saw your 
broadcast last night, did 
it bear any fruit? 


* 


Welcome to our 22 
state of the art training W 
camp for soldiers of Allan. 
Tell me why you 
joined up ۱ 


You guys are perfect, 
ГИ get your training 
underway, but then | must 
go and recruit more 
volunteers 


I've heard the chief 
jihad recruiter will be in 

London tomorrow at his 
Muslamic road show 


Oh yes, | start training 


Г two candidates later today with 


a long history of supporting 
terrorism 


Virgins and wine did it 
for me, but your desire to wipe 
out Isreal really appeals to me 


Yep, virgins and 
wine did it for me too. 
I'm also all for military 

action against the 
British State 


l'Il tip off the police and : 
hopefully we will finally 


Y OK sonny, 
መ you're nicked 


We have been 
presented with clear 
| evidence that you have been 
encouraging people to join your 
| band of barbarians. As these 
barbarians, nor you, have 
anything to do with Islam, 
you will not be permitted 
a Quran or Halal food 
whilst in prison 
awaiting trial 


۲۲۳ The LSS is right to share a platform 
ሙኒ with Geert Wilders and Paul Weston 


y @LawSecSoc 


fà LawyersSecularSociety 


IMPORTANT UPDATE 


Charlie Klendjian cancels speaking 
engagement at Mohammed Exhibition. 


LSS Secretary Charlie Klendjian has 
unfortunately had to cancel his 
forthcoming speaking engagement at the 
Sharia Watch UK / Vive Charlie 
Mohammed cartoon exhibition on Friday 
18 September, for personal reasons. 


The LSS membership recently voted for 
the LSS to be represented at the event. 
The decision to pull out of speaking is a 
purely personal decision of Klendjian's. 


The LSS is still happy to fully support the 
event and to be publicly associated with 
it. Infact, the LSS is currently making every 
effort to send a replacement speaker. 


The LSS has come under fire recently for its decision 
to support the Sharia Watch UK / Vive Charlie 
Mohammed cartoon exhibition in September, and in 
particular for our decision to share a platform with the 
Dutch MP Geert Wilders and Paul Weston, Chairman 
of the political party Liberty GB. 


Being a decent bunch of lawyers who respect the rule 
of law, the LSS’s decision was put to a democratic 
vote of the whole membership. The membership voted 
in favour of the LSS speaking at the event. 


So, has the LSS completely lost the plot, or are there 
sound reasons for this decision which might resonate 
with secularists and the wider public? Well, all | can 
do is set out some arguments for why the LSS should 
share a platform with Wilders and Weston, and hope 
that | carry my readers with me. Here goes... 


Free speech in the context of Islam is today perhaps 
the most pressing issue for secularism and indeed for 
democracy generally, the world over. When people 
are getting killed purely for drawing Mohammed 
cartoons and other infringements of Islam's insane 
blasphemy codes, its important that secularists 
support an event like this as robustly as possible. The 
number of people willing to stage such an event is 
shrinking by the second — sadly, for good reason. If 
Mohammed can't be depicted then Islam can't be 
challenged, at which point democracy dies a horrible 
death. 


Supporting from the sidelines by remarking banally, 
backside-coveringly and while subtly slipping in a 
dagger that "Everyone has the right to free speech, 
even bigots" is simply not good enough. It's weak. 
Deep down, | suspect those who trot out this stock 
phrase know they're being weak. 


The best way to support an event like this; the best 
way to show the LSS is truly committed to free speech; 
and the best way to show solidarity with those who 
have been killed and who continue to risk their lives, 
is to publicly associate ourselves with the event and 
to speak there in a spirit of solidarity with the other 
speakers. 


Individual views towards Wilders and Weston will differ 
but in the context of this event those views are 
irrelevant, for this reason: we mustn't create a 
"hierarchy of victims" of blasphemy codes where 
Charlie Hebdo are at the top but others, for whatever 
reason, are at the bottom. 


As events only this year in Paris, Copenhagen and 
Texas have shown, people at this exhibition will be 
risking their lives. Unless someone can convince me 
otherwise, as far as | am concerned the life of Wilders 
or Weston is worth precisely the same as that of a 
Charlie Hebdo journalist. Creating a victim hierarchy 
is a variation on the "free speech is important, but" 
theme. Those at the bottom are degraded; their right 
to free speech is deemed less important; and threats 
and violence against them are deemed less appalling. 


Here comes the elephant in the room. Please consider 
this a "trigger warning" and proceed immediately to a 
"safe space". 


Wilders and Weston are considered controversial 
perhaps primarily because they have strong views on 
immigration. Immigration discussions are not possible 
without “racism” accusations — think making an 
omelette without breaking eggs. 


The LSS has no position on immigration. The views of 
LSS members and other secularists on immigration 
will differ widely; there will even be disagreement as 
to whether the issues of immigration and secularism 
are connected. But people need to keep their focus: 
this eventis nota round-table discussion of immigration 
policy. It's an exhibition of Mohammed cartoons. Duh. 


In any case, some secularists are now discussing these 
traditionally taboo subjects. For example, the National 
Secular Society has blogged about demographics, 
birth rates and the “free movement of people" (a slicker, 
legal-sounding term for immigration) in the context of 
Islam. The LSS has never done a blog post like that 
and | shudder to think what names we would be called 
if we had. But again, we must keep our focus: Wilders’ 
and Weston’s views about immigration, and those of 
LSS members, shouldn't determine the 1555 
approach to a crucial event about free speech. 


The LSS used to regularly share a platform with an 
open communist, Maryam Namazie, until she refused 
to work with us anymore because we shared a platform 
with a member of Ukip (for those who are unfamiliar 
with the sometimes eccentric secularism movement, 
sharing a platform with Ukip is considered worse than 
committing genocide with the aid of nuclear, biological 
and chemical weapons). 


Strangely, given all the times we shared a platform 
with Namazie the LSS never once had to deflect 
accusations that we were communists or that we 
supported communism’s aims and atrocities. (How 
many tens of millions are dead because of 
communism? Is anyone even keeping track of the body 
count anymore?) We were never charged with “guilt 
by association” with Namazie’s communist views. The 
same reasoning should apply now. Or do these childish 
rules only apply to some people? 


The LSS is not even formally associating with Wilders 
and Weston. We're just sharing a platform with them, 
for a crucial free speech event, on one day. 


If you want to get yourself all shook up about the formal 
associations of secularist organisations, look no further 
than the National Secular Society, who proudly boast 
at having as one of their current “Honorary Associates” 
a certain Dr. David Starkey. 


As those with long memories will recall, inthe aftermath 
of the 2011 London riots Starkey remarked that “the 
whites have become black.” Hmmm. Nice, er, 
“honorary associate” you got yourselves there, NSS! 


But that’s not all. Starkey also believes, even as a gay 
man himself, that Christian B&B owners should have 
the right to turn away gay couples. This is a position 
fundamentally at odds with that of the National Secular 
Society, of the Lawyers’ Secular Society, of the 
principle of secularism and equality before the law 
generally and, | would guess, of the vast majority of 
secularists (including me). 


The LSS is nowhere even near this rather awkward 
NSS and Starkey analogy that | have presented. We 
are not granting Wilders and Weston “LSS Honorary 
Associate” status. We need to get a grip, we need to 
keep some perspective, and we need to stop worrying 
so much about pathetic “guilt by association” 
accusations. In short, secularists need to start growing 
up. 


There will be further “guilt by association” accusations 
against the LSS concerning the alliances that Wilders’ 
Party for Freedom has with other European parties. 
But what are the rules here? Should the LSS never 
share a platform with any Labour politician because 
one of its current leadership candidates, Jeremy 
Corbyn (who is tipped by many to emerge as leader), 
describes the murderous, terrorist and anti-Semitic 
Hamas and Hezbollah as his “friends”? Do these lines 
of association only ever get connected on the right of 
the political spectrum? 


The identity of Wilders and Weston is very significant 
itself for this event. In 2009 Wilders was banned from 
entering the UK because of his views on Islam. п 2014 
Weston was arrested for quoting Churchill's views 
about Islam. These incidents should be of huge 
concern to legal secularists and they provide a very 
sound basis, even aside from all the other arguments, 
for sharing a free speech platform with these 
individuals. As legal secularists we should be more 
concerned aboutthese two incidents, and infringement 
of the freedoms of Wilders and Weston, than what 
people might say about us for sharing a platform with 
them. 


Other things which should concern us more than 
names we might be called are why Wilders needs 
constant police protection and why the venue for this 
event must be kept strictly confidential. These are the 
truly important — and relevant — issues for secularists 
and indeed for anyone who claims to support free 
speech while expecting to keep their personal integrity. 


Wilders is criticised for comments he has made about 
banning the Qur’an. The accusation is that he is no 
free speech champion and that he is just "anti-Islam". 
But there's more to this discussion. Wilders was 
highlighting the inconsistent application of Dutch hate 
speech laws (and bear in mind his own frequent arrests 
and court cases against him for hate speech), given 
that distribution of texts inciting violence is unlawful 
according tothe Dutch Penal Code. In callingthe Qur'an 
hate speech with reference to the Dutch Penal Code 
Wilders was simply asking for its consistent application. 


In principle, | have to say as a lawyer that advocating 
the consistent application of Dutch law is a pretty 
reasonable thing for an elected Dutch politician to do. 
And as a secularist | would have to say that highlighting 
the inconsistent treatment of the Qur'an in the context of 
Dutch law is also a pretty reasonable thing to observe. 


People may well disagree with some of Wilders' views 
and analyses on free speech and hate speech, but it 
doesn’t follow that the LSS mustn't share a platform 
with him on the specific free speech issue that is within 
the bullseye of the LSS's remit (blasphemy), and on 
which we do agree with him (the right to depict 
Mohammed). 


People will have differing views on exactly where and 
in what context a democratic, secular legal system 
such as Holland’s or our own should draw the line of 
criminal hate speech; that’s a separate legal discussion 
on which there is no obvious “secularist position”. But 
its very separate to the LSS's remit of challenging 
blasphemy codes punishable by death (or punishable 
by anything). This event is in no way a call to "ban the 
Qur'an". If it were, the LSS would have no interest in 
participating. 


Another accusation against Wilders and Weston is that 
"they're not secularists" or that they don't share the 
other goals of secularists. | don't even know whether 
they describe themselves as secularists and you know 
what? | don't care. 


We can't restrict the people we share platforms with to 
those who describe themselves as secularists or who 
sign upto the entire “shopping list" of secularism causes 
(faith schools; Bishops in the House of Lords; council 
prayers, etc). Expecting to achieve goals in this way is 
politically stupid. It restricts secularists to sharing 
platforms with people they already agree with on 
everything and it consigns us to an eternal echo- 
chamber of mutual back-slapping where we mark our 
own homework. This strategic naivety is sadly the 
“Pause Button” on which | believe many secularists 
seem happy to remain in perpetuity. My view is that 
secularists should take a “Venn Diagram” approach, 


co-operating with people where any of our interests 
intersect — even if it’s only one (and especially the most 
important one, free speech) — while exercising our 
judgment on a case by case basis. 


The LSS's priority should be to defend free speech 
and to support this event as fully as possible, and not 
to guard itself against baseless accusations of 
"racism". 


In any case, as we have seen over the years, such 
accusations will be thrown no matter what. 


Look what happened to Charlie Hebdo. The Charlie 
Hebdo corpses are still regularly smeared as “racist”. 
Lookwhathappensto anyone whocriticises any aspect 
of Islam, no matter how calmly or how factually they 
put forward their case. 


Fear of being called "racist" has led to a truly epic scale 
of harm. It led to Trojan Horse. It led to the dreadful 
abuse in Rotherham and an identical model of abuse 
in many other places. It led to Lutfur Rahman's ghastly 
personal fiefdom in Tower Hamlets. It led to FGM. It 
led to rampant extremism on campus. And it has led 
to a general reluctance to criticise Islam in its entirety. 


We must notletthis same fear determine our approach 
to this event — not when this is the key free speech 
battle of our era and when people are killed for the 
content that will be the subject of this event. It is no 
exaggeration to say that fear of being called racist 
could quite easily dismantle the superstructure of 
western civilisation as we know it. 


A lot of people are very quiet about this event. For 
some reason т not feeling the whole “Je Suis Charlie” 
vibe. How very odd. My gut feeling is that many 
secularists and free speech advocates who oppose 
an LSS decision to speak at this event will feel too 
ashamed to criticise us publicly, or least venomously, 
because their “Je Suis Charlie” cries will seem a bit 
hollow. It will show they're more concerned about who 
the LSS happens to share a room with on one day 
than challenging murderous blasphemy codes. Talk 
about getting your priorities screwed up. 


Yes, some people will call me and the LSS names. Is 
that what should determine the approach of lawyers 
to defending free speech when people are getting 
killed? Worrying about names you might be called 
when people are dying for drawing cartoons smacks 
somewhat of selfishness and narcissism. 


A key theme after the Charlie Hebdo shootings was 
the need to “spread the risk”. Words are easy but 
actions are hard: we must implement that idea. There 
was a Clear statement from the National Secular 


Society after Manchester University’s Free Speech and 
Secular Society’s website was hacked recently, that 
“No one group or individual should be left to face the 
danger of defending free speech alone". Lovely prose, 
but words are cheap. Again, someone has to actually 
implement them. | am proud, not ashamed, that the 
LSS has decided to implement these words. | hope 
other secularist groups will follow. 


There are those who object to this event on the basis 
one ofthe co-organisers is the publication Vive Charlie, 
which occasionally publishes pieces by individuals 
some secularists may dislike, such as Robert Spencer. 
But again, exactly what are the rules here? Should the 
LSS refuse to speak at a Guardian event because the 
clown-like yet sinister figure Mo Ansar and other 
unpleasant individuals have written for it? Should the 
LSS refuse to address a Daily Mail event because of 
some of the crackpot writers it gives column inches to? 


Vive Charlie is a perfectly suitable co-organiser. It was 
set up after the Charlie Hebdo attack; it was named 
after it; one of its founders is a talented cartoonist; and 
it features regular, powerful artwork on blasphemy 
themes. I'm struggling to think of a more appropriate 
organiser. 


Objectivity and independence must be core principles 
for legal secularists. It's important that we analyse this 


Objectivity and independence must be core principles 
for legal secularists. It's important that we analyse this 
issue calmly and intellectually. We mustn't panic or be 
intimidated by what people might say, or what the 
approach of other secularists or the wider public might 
be. Itis intellectually lazy to assume a person one does 
not like can only ever be motivated by bad intentions. 


Wilders and Weston may well have views that some 
secularists disagree with. Does it then follow that 
Wilders and Weston can't possibly be concerned about 
people being murdered for drawing cartoons? Some 
are saying this event seeks to “provoke” (that's what 
people said about Charlie Hebdo). If suicide is Wilders' 
and Weston's intention then boy are they going about 
it elaborately. And while we're on the subject: if your 
position is that line drawings of a bearded man will 
provoke mass Muslim savagery then you clearly have 
an ultra-low opinion of Muslims. Some might call that 
“Islamophobic”. 


There are two very relevant, excellent pieces if you are 
interested in further reading: David Paxton's “Je Suis 


, “ 


Pamela?” and Douglas Murray’s “The Cartoon Wars”. 


Paxton argues that supporting free speech must “cost” 
you something. Well if the “cost” to me and the LSS in 
this instance is being called names then so be it. I’m 


sure the Charlie Hebdo journalists and Raif Badawi 
would gladly settle for being called names. 


And Murray's piece, as usual, is superb. I'll leave you 
with his last five paragraphs. | hope he doesn’t mind. 


“The organizers at the American Freedom 
Defense Initiative (AFDI), Pamela Geller and 
Robert Spencer, are not left-wing journalists but 
conservative activists; and because the Dutch 
politician Geert Wilders spoke at the opening of 
the exhibition, that added a layer of complexity for 
people who like labeling actions with political 
valences, rather than just seeing actions as apart 
from them. It seems clear, however, from the 
pattern of condemnations on one side and silence 
on the other, that a cartoonist may be worthy of 
defense if he is associated with a left-wing 
organization, but not if he is associated with a 
right-wing one. 


Of course, this idea goes to one of the false 
presumptions of our time: that people on the 
political left are motivated by good intentions even 
when they do bad things, while people on the 
political right are motivated by bad intentions even 
when they do good things. So a cartoon promoted 
by Charlie Hebdo may be thoughtto be provocative 
in a constructive way, whereas one promoted by 
AFDI can only be thought of as being provocative 
in an unconstructive way. Whether people are 
willing to admit it or not, this is one of the main 
problems that underlies the reaction to the Texas 
attack. 


Such a distinction is, needless to say, a colossal 
mistake. When people prefer to focus on the 
motives of the victims rather than on the motives 
of the attackers, they will ignore the single most 
important matter: that an art exhibition, or free 
speech, has been targeted. The rest is narcissism 
and slow-learning. 


It does not matter if you are right wing or left wing. 
It does not matter if you are American, Danish, 
Dutch, Belgian or French, or whether you are from 
Texas or Copenhagen. These particularities may 
matter greatly and be endlessly interesting to 
peoplein the countries in question. Butthey matter 
not a jot to ISIS or their fellow-travellers. What 
these people are trying to do is to enforce Islamic 
blasphemy laws across the entire world. 


That is all that matters. If we forget this or lose 
sight of it, not only will we lose free speech, we 
will lose, period." 


My wife's cousin does Y 
sound systems for cars in 
Luton. He called his shop 
‘Mohammed's Car Tunes’. 


Business is on fire. 


Ё | have received assurances 
7 from Iran that although they will be able 
| to make weapons-grade materials, they 
won't build any bombs. This means 
every pathway to making a 
nuclear bomb is cut off 


Obama has decided that two wildly unpopular 
policies, one foreign and one domestic, will be 
the final legacy of his wildly unpopular 
administration. The domestic policy is gun 
control. The foreign policy is Iranian nukes. 
While Americans will be disarmed, Iran will be 
getting ready for its ballistic missiles. 


Ramming through wildly unpopular policies is 
what this administration does best. More than 
anything else, this administration will be 
remembered for the mix of bullying, smears, 
pop culture distractions, outright lies, 
bureaucratic sabotage and blatant lawbreaking 
with which it achieved its policy goals. 


Iran is no different. 


The sales pitch is going badly. John Kerry has 
probably managed to dissuade more senators 
by testifying than he would have if he had taken 
the fifth. A viral video featuring the Iran lobby’s 
Thomas Pickering lecturing failed movie star 
Jack Black on the importance of the deal earned 
all the wrong kind of laughs. 


Too many Democrats are still sitting on the 
fence. Some have come out against the deal. So 
the White House is looking for weak points in a 
potential coalition against the deal. 


Its opening move is a Classical “Divide and 
Conquer” strategy that tries to split pro-Israel 
Democrats from Republicans. The Democrats 
are being told that a rejection of the deal means 
war with Iran. If they don't back the deal, they 
will be warmongers. Those who oppose the deal 
with Iran will face the same anti-war coalition 
that targeted those Democrats who supported 
Bush's overthrow of Saddam. 


The deal is too unappealing to be sold on its 
merits, so it is instead being presented as the 
only alternative to a war. Obama and Kerry love 
nuance when it comes to finding all the positive 
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sides to making deals with Iran or the Taliban, 
but quickly abandon it at home in favor of a 
polarized argument in which opponents of their 
latest terrorist appeasement are warmongers 
and traitors. 


Jewish Democrats, in particular, are being told 
thatIsraeland Jewswillbeblamedforsuch a war. 


John Kerry has already come out and said that 
Israel will be blamed. That's nothing new for the 
Democratic Party. It wasn't that long ago when 
Senator Hollings was claiming that Bush had 
invaded Iraq and passed tax cuts for the "Jewish 
vote". To Jon Stewart, Obama referenced the 
Iraq War and suggested that the people against 
the deal "are not going to be making sacrifices" 
if there is a war. 


That type of rhetoric sounded better coming 
from politicians who had served in the military, 
instead of a career community organizer who 
refers to a "Corpse-man" and uses Marines as 
umbrella stands. 


Jewish Democrats who oppose the deal will be 
"Senator Lieberman-ed", primaried by the left, 
smeared and added to the list of neo-con 
warmongers. Non-Jewish Democrats may be 
allowed a place atthe table, like Kerry or Hillary, 
but only after they serve a penal term of 
appeasement as Secretary of State. 


The Pollard release meanwhile begins the 
process of splitting Republicans from a pro- 
Israel coalition. The leverage is once again 
accusations of treason. Obama's supporters 
showed where their argument was bound to 
end up when they spread the #47Traitors 
hashtag targeting Senators opposed to the deal. 
Israel certainly hadn't arranged for Pollard's 
release. The administration isn’t being 
accommodating or trying to win over anyone. 
Its calculatedly turning a former spy into a 


talking point during a debate involving Israel to 
add weight to the treason talking point. 


Democrats who oppose the deal will be smeared 
as warmongers. Republicans who oppose it will 
be tarred as traitors. 


Pollard’s shelf life as a talking point will be 
limited, but it won't be hard to manufacture 
further scandals. An official here or there will 
be investigated for inappropriate contacts with 
Israeli officials or pro-Israel groups. The charges 
will fall apart on any real scrutiny, but the story 
will have achieved its results. 


The last time the left wanted to kneecap pro- 
Israel opposition to Iran, it manufactured the 
Rosen-Weissman case targeting two AIPAC 
officials heavily involved in lobbying for 
sanctions on Iran. The case fell apart, but not 
before AIPAC offices had been raided and the 
media had written up a spy drama. But the real 
goal had been to link AIPAC to Feith, Wolfowitz 
and other Republican enemies of the left. 


Now that the left controls the White House, it 
has even more leeway for its political witch 
hunts. 


Reviving the Pollard case sends Republicans the 
message that national security and pro-Israel 
policies are a contradiction in terms. It also 
intimidates Jewish critics of the deal on both 
sides of the aisle. This is an administration that 
has used the IRS against its political opponents, 
including pro-Israel opponents like Z Street, and 
will not hesitate to use every arm of government 
against its domestic political enemies. 


While the “Israel Lobby” is an incessant topic, 
the Iran lobby which, until Hagel’s resignation, 
controlled the offices of the Vice President, the 
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense 
is a black topic. Just about every critic is passed 
offas a pawn of an Israeli or Jewish organization, 
but mentioning that Secretary of State John 
Kerry has an Iranian son-in-law with reported 
connections to Iran’s Foreign Minister is off 
limits. 


Obama welcomed in people like Charles W. 
Freeman, a Chinese state oil company board 
member and apologists for PRC atrocities from 
Tiananmen Square to Tibet, and Hamas fan 


Robert Malley, who wouldn't have passed a 
security check to be dogcatchers in a dogless 
town. But now suddenly everyone else will be 
held to standards that Obama’s people don't 
recognize or abide by for themselves. 


The White House and its allies define any 
opposition as treason. Unwilling to force Iran to 
abandon its nuclear program, they are instead 
going nuclear on opponents of the deal. If they 
can split up the burgeoning coalitionin Congress 
against the deal with accusations of treason, 
their own treasonous efforts to let Iran go 
nuclear and force the United States out of the 
Middle East will succeed. 


And even if the tactic alone doesn’t win the day, 
it’s still an effective distraction. 


ObamaCare was even more unpopular than the 
Iran deal, but Obama and his media allies kept 
up a barrage of distractions, attacks, smears and 
publicity stunts. Pollard is another way to 
swallow up airtime with a counter-topic while 
keeping opponents off balance. If Obama can't 
sell the deal on its merits, he can always keep 
shifting the conversation to keep opponents on 
the defensive. Selling the Iran deal on its merits 
has failed. It's now being sold as the only 
alternative to war. Obama and Kerry had 
insisted, "No deal is better than a bad deal", but 
now argue that their bad deal is better than no 
deal. And they demand that critics of their deal 
take responsibility for the alternative. 


The entire line of argument is an admission that 
the deal is indefensible. The only possible 
defense of itis an attack on critics. Some of these 
attacks are crude. Others are subtle. Some attack 
directly, while others induce doubt, apathy and 
division. 


Right now the biggest threat to Obama is the 
possibility that enough Democrats will join 
Republicans in shutting the deal down. If that 
happens, one of Obama's sunset policy agendas 
will die. Coming off a defeat on Iran will leave 
him in poor shape for a fight over gun control. 
It will hand him a major defeat and finish off his 
unilateral foreign policy of signing treaties and 
starting wars without Congress. 


Obama will do anything to protect his legacy. 
And the fight has only begun. 


I thought you promised Obama 


that we wouldn't be using enriched } 
uranium to make bombs? 


Nope, | just said we wouldn't 
be building any bombs, which is true, 


/ as we already have hundreds ready made. | 


We are just missing the weapons-grade 
uranium, and thanks to Obama it won't be 
long before we wipe out Israel and 
come good on our 'Death 
to America’ threats 
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By Staunch Atheist, Australia 
wy 


I read a Facebook post today. It was a final status 
update by an atheist in Bangladesh. | say final, 
because he expects the post will get him killed. And 
he requested that, as fellow members, could we 
contact his partner after his death and tell her how 
much he loves her. 


You must be thinking he posted some pretty 
provocative words right? Wrong! They weren't even 
particularly atheistic - if such a word even exists. They 
were the words of a humanist. One who felt that if 
indeed there were a God, should it not be up to him 
to mete out the punishment for disbelief or offense? 


And whilst the post was supremely moving, it was the 
comments under it that got to me. Some were calling 
him stupid and provocative. He should not say these 
things because dying for religion was not a worthwhile 
cause. Religion would die a natural death. Be patient. 
And | found that | couldn't disagree more. So this was 


my reply: 


The reality is that social change is rarely achieved 
through cowardice. The world is not going to change 
until people make a stand and lives are lost. Hasn't it 
always been this way? Even this can be said of Gandhi 
- to some extent. Consider his words 'where there is 
only a choice between cowardice and violence, | 
advise violence’. Don't get me wrong. Im not 
advocating violence. But | have little or no respect for 
cowardice either. And cowardice is what | see in 
relation to Islam - all too frequently - but it's cleverly 
framed as tolerance and diversity. 


To achieve change, its going to take brave people like 
this man from Bangladesh, and lots of them. The trick 
is to have so many people making a stand, it becomes 
impossible to kill them all. They may attempt to kill 
one or two to 'send a message’, but if you stand firm, 
eventually you will succeed. 


It's the same for depictions of Mohammed. If drawing 
Mohammed is normalised in the newspapers, the 
television, п magazines and social media, they simply 
cannot kill us all. Because the fact is, Sharia, 
blasphemy and indeed all Muslim law, applies to 
Muslims, not us! Avoiding drawing Mohammed is 
caving into the idea that Muslim law applies to us. It 
doesn't. 


If atheists oppose sharia, oppose any Muslim ruling, 
we are called paranoid, bigoted, Islamaphobic and for 
some inexplicable reason, racist. Then, in almost the 
same breath, we are told some Muslim laws such as 
drawing Mohammed do apply to us after all. They 
cannot have it both ways. More atheists must take 
hold of their courage and stand up and be counted. 


So, when a Muslim with an AK47 says 'Who drew 
this?', the reply ought to be a chorus of Ч did’. 
Alternatively, we can continue on the same path and 
avoid drawing Mohammed. Avoid 'offending'. And 
atheists can point the finger at each other and shriek 
'islamaphobe' or 'provocative'. Meanwhile Islamists 
are laughing all the way to the mosque because they 
have won. They have succeeded in their quest to 
divide and conquer. 


A long Facebook post, | know. But maybe after 12 
months of being confined to 140 characters, the 
emotions, and words behind them bottle up and spew 
forth when you least expect it. Or maybe its because 
| am gutted that Islam has succeeded in turning atheist 
against atheist. 


| grew up in a mixed race family. My closest friend is 
indigenous and | worked in Aboriginal affairs for many 
years. My family was an active member of The 
Australia/Malaysia/Chinese society and we had some 
great functions in which religion or race was never an 
issue. My family also later volunteered and housed 
refugees (mostly Muslim) for many years. Never, 
before Twitter, have | been called either a bigot or a 
racist. And the last people | expected to hear it from 
were other atheists. And yet, | hear it again and again. 


My knowledge of religion is not extensive. | was raised 
catholic but it wasn't until | read the bible from cover 
to cover at 19 that | realised that there were too many 
contradictions and absurdities to ignore. Since then | 
have had a closer look at the Creationists, Mormons, 
Jehovahs, Scientology and Islam. And | have now 
begun investigating Judaism and Hinduism. But, no 
matter what | say about any of these, no matter how 
big a generalisation | make about 'dumb' creationists 
or ‘paedophile’ priests, the only religion | receive such 
animosity and hatred, such name calling and 
intellectual dishonesty is Islam. And all by atheists. 
Why? 


Yo Pope dude, 
what can | do 
for you? 


>7 | have a question, 
why are more and more 

Americans becoming 

atheist? 


Well you know the 
rules, cross them off your 
Christmas card list and 
have them all put 

to death 


Things like that 
are making atheism an 
attractive alternative 


OK, but you'll 
have to make a grand 
gesture to show 
we are serious 


Don’t worry, 
Ill come up with 
something 


It’s that fucking 
Richard Dawkins with his 
convincing books, he’s 
making me look stupid 


They have also 
legalised gay 
marriage in America 


Well I’m obviously 
out of touch, what 
would you suggest? 


” How about we fully 
embrace gay marriage 
and tell people you’ve 
always loved gays really, 
that’s why you made 
rainbows? 


Welcome to 
the new tolerant 
church, please donate 
generously 


Blasphemy: The Selected Works 
of a Blaspheming Atheist 


Michael A. Sherlock’s latest book, Blasphemy: The 
Selected Works of a Blaspheming Atheist, is a collection 
of well-sourced essays written to see just how far free 
speech can be taken. Two of his essays received high 
praise from Richard Dawkins, so Sherlock revised those 
essays, adding additional arguments, scholarly sources, 
and most importantly for Sherlock, making them even more 
offensive. Sherlockis studying a master's degree inreligion 
at the University of New England, and he uses the 
scholarship he encounters in his studies to take aim at the 
fragile and easily-offended hearts of the religions he 
criticizes. 


This book doesn't just call the Prophet of Islam a demented 
and brain-damaged lunatic, it brings to bear some of the 
most serious scholarship to show that Muhammad was, 
more than likely, a demented and brain-damaged lunatic. 
Further, when Sherlock calls Jesus' mother a promiscuous 
adulterous, he does so with the assistance of primary 
sourced historical material, secondary scholarly sources, 
and most amusingly, Monty Python. 


But Blasphemy isn't just a book filled with well-researched 
blasphemies — it is also concerned directly with the harm and 
mayhem wrought by Blasphemy Laws, which is the reason 
why Sherlock dedicated his bookto Raif Badawi. Raif Badawi's 
wife, Ensaf Haidar, has endorsed this book, and it contains a 
petition letter to the U.N (written by Sherlock, D.M. Murdock 
and Michael Nugent), which is the foundation of Sherlock's 
Human Rights organization, 'Human Rights for Atheists, 
Agnostics and Secularists. 


One might say that Sherlock's deliberately offensive writing is 
the passive-aggressive productofthe anger Sherlock harbours 
over the injustice suffered by so many in the name of one god 
or another, but there is nothing passive about this book. 


Just how offensive is this book? Sherlock may as well have 
punched the Pope's mother in the face, spray painted atheist 
symbols all over the Vatican, spat in the face of the Prophet, 
decorated the Kaba with murals of pigs fornicating, and 
smeared the entire country of Saudi Arabia in bacon grease. 


The following is an excerpt from one of the essays in Sherlock's new book: 
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RESPONSE TO RIDICULOUS CLAIMS 
OF "HOPE NOT HATE" 


By Anne Marie Waters 


Director of Sharia Watch UK. Former UKIP Parliamentary Candidate. 


y @AMDWaters 9 


shariawatch.org.uk 


When people become newly involved in political 
campaigning, particularly any kind involving 
Islam, they often do so withapprehension. Many 
are afraid of violence, or of being labelled a racist 
and therefore ostracised, and they invariably fear 
losing their jobs. This fear is partly caused by 
deceitful, and particularly nasty, attacks from 
people and groups on the extreme left. The left’s 
attacks on its opponents can be venomous. It’s 
important to note that | said attacks on its 
opponents there, because rarely do leftists 
trouble themselves with political discussion of 
issues actually raised, nor does it often concern 
itself about whether or not the ammunition it will 
use for its attack contains any truth. 


So today | was left with the rather tedious job of 
picking apart a little bundle of lies produced by 
the hate-spreading extreme-leftorganisation that 
so ironically calls itself "Hope Not Hate". 


The lies began early, as did Hope Not Hate's 
directions as to what we are and are not allowed 
to say about Islam. The report is built on one 
acutely egregious lie — that |, and others, are 
using the Mohammed Exhibition deliberately to 
whip up violence and incite “civil war”. 


This is all based on a post by a member of a 
group called Knights Templar International. He 
wrote of a meeting he had had with myself, 
Tommy Robinson and Alan Lake. That meeting 
did take place - to talk about building a website 
(which | believe the writer does for a living). If 
there was any talk of ‘civil war’, then it will have 
been by way of conversation, not some cartoon- 
like plot. In any case, aren't people allowed to 
speculate on the potential for civil war? 


Regardless of what people do or don't believe 
about war in this country is irrelevant to the fact 
that we were there to talk about a website. There 
is no evidence whatsoever that | have ever called 
for, or endorsed, civil war (and if Mr Lowles has 
some, | suggest he produce it). | have never 
done so in private or in public, because it is not 
what | believe in or want. It is to avoid violence 
that! am keen to include voices that are not being 
heard because they are not approved of by the 
left. 


The Mohammed Cartoon Exhibit was organised 
by me, in partnership with Vive Charlie. It has 
nothing to dowithAlan Lake, or Tommy Robinson, 
and they have no involvement in it whatsoever. 


The entire Hope Not Hate reportis aself-declared 
"expose" of something that never happened. | 
was not "involved in discussions" about civil war, 
this is pathetic and desperate. | was going to 
work with Tommy Robinson on Sharia Watch, 
because he represents a large voice that is 
ignored by the state; usually at the insistence of 
groups like Hope Not Hate. If we can agonise 
over what drives to people to join ISIS, why can't 
we talk to people about why they join the EDL? 
Why don't we discuss their legitimate and 
sincerely-held concerns? 


Their desperation to smear me has meant that, 
as usual, their report is full of quotes from other 
people — but where are mine? And do they have 
any response to the points | raise or the facts | 
state? 


The 'profile' of me is particularly amusing — they 
can't get even the smallest facts right. | don't 
know how many times | have to say this, but | 
stood down from the Basildon and Billericay seat. 
Again, | stood down, | was not removed. That 
fact is easy enough to confirm. | did not 
“introduce” Tommy Robinson at a Passion for 
Freedom event, the organisers did (I wasn't one 
of the organisers, as claimed). | was onthe same 
panel, | too was introduced. More lies include 
that | have been “speaking regularly at EDL 
demonstrations”. Presumably Mr Lowles, you 
can point me to one occasion then? | have never 
spoken at an EDL rally, which | suspect you know 
very well. 


Particularly disgusting is the photo on page 17 
with a caption stating that |, and others, were 
caught “confronting a Muslim who objected to 
their speeches”. | remember this man, and he 
agreed with us. Our ‘confrontation’ was a in fact 
a friendly conversation. 


Groups like Hope Not Hate are incredibly sinister 
and dangerous for quite a few reasons. 


THEIR CARTOONS 
HAVE THE POWER TO 
CAUSE CIVIL WARS! 


MY HAT WILL 
PROTECT ME! 


So utterly convinced are they that their totalitarian 
vision of the world is what's best for all of us, they 
do not question the morality of activities they 
undertake. Their sole consideration is on how 
much damage they can inflict on to those who 
disagree with them. Disagreeing with a leftist 
vision for the world is an unpardonable sin, as 
Maryam Namazie knows well. Maryam really 
ought to spend a bit more time wondering why 
on earth the voluntary life-span of OLFA 
volunteers is usually so short. 


Some extreme left groups, like Hope Not Hate, 
pretend to care about Islamists and to condemn 
them. They also believe they are owed 
congratulations for this. It is easy to condemn 
beheadings, but until there is condemnation of 
the fact that a woman’s testimony is worth half 
of a man’s, or recognition of the nature of the 
awful Muslim Brotherhood, the position of these 
groups cannot be taken even remotely seriously. 
Hope Not Hate has called for the Mohammed 
cartoon exhibit to be banned. Of course it has, 
its members believe that only political 
campaigning they approve of should get the light 
of day. 


Extreme leftists despise democracy and routinely 
interrupt the democratic process. They cannot 
allow voices like mine to be heard (just in case 
people might agree with us) so instead of facing 
up to the points raised, or the facts stated, they 
attack speakers and intimidate people in to not 
listening. It’s really got to be understood that the 
extreme left in Britain represents a real threat to 
political freedom. They have defined the 
parameters of speech and a have a tied-and- 
tested weapon against all who dare to dispute 
them. 


My own thought is that the best way to deal with 
groups like Hope Not Hate is to make sure they 
have no bearing on my decisions whatsoever. | 
won't let them dictate who | can speak to about 
a website, orwho | can work with on Sharia Watch. 
Being directed by the lies of groups like this is 
not an option. | know what my motivations are, 
and | don’t give a damn what smears Hope Not 
Hate decides to conjure up. 


In the face of their lies, there is only one thing that 
I, and all who agree with me, can do — carry on. 


Sharia Watch UK and Vive Charlie Present 
Mohammed Cartoon Exhibition 


Friday ISth September 2015 - Central London 
We are actively fund raising to ensure the exhibition 
goes ahead and has adequate security for all those in 
attendance. If you would like to make a donation then 
you can do so via the website of Anne Marie Waters 


ES 


We have a limited number of tickets available, on a first come first served 
basis, which are priced at £35 each. Those interested in securing tickets 
please email contact@shariawatch.org.uk 


And submit him to Vive Charlie for consideration to be included 
in the upcoming Mohammed Cartoon Exhibition to be held 
during September in Central London. Send your entries to: 


MOHAMMED AND HIS FAVOURITE WIFE, AISHA 


@causticbob has a wonderful habit of offending everyone. 


Whether you're black, white, yellow or brown. Male, female, 
gay, left wing, right wing, racist or stupid; You're a target... 


A) ‘MASTERS AND JOHNSON 


William H. Masters and Virginia E. Johnson were 
sex researchers in the 1950s until the 1990s. They 
conducted many ground-breaking studies into 
human sexuality. They documented the human 
response to sexual stimulation. They also 
conducted studies into practices that were less 
acceptable to current society. Here is a summary 
of a study they conducted while touring the middle- 
east in 1987. 


While touring Iraq, they encountered a goat herder 
who identified himself only as “Mahmoud”. They 
asked him several question about his sexual 
practices. “Mahmoud” stated that goat herding is 
a lonely profession and there aren't any girls 
around. Master & Johnson enquired “Mahmoud” 
on how he fulfilled his sexual needs. “Mahmoud” 
replies that goats, but they are never willing to 
have sex with him and he has to be cunning in 
order to relieve himself. The sex researchers 
asked how he goes about having sex with goats. 
“Mahmoud” replies that he tricks the goat into 
getting its head stuck between the branches of a 
fig tree then he positions himself behind the goat 
and enjoys the pleasures only a goat can give. 
Masters & Johnson take all this down in their 
notebooks, thank “Mahmoud” and continue their 
exploration of Middle-East sexual habits. 


Thenextstop for Master & JohnsonisAfghanistan. 
There they meet “Mahboub”, a shepherd, and as 
with the Iraqi, they question him about his sexual 
practices. “Mahboub” tells them that all the girls 
in his village are in their teens and married and 
there are none available for him. “What do you do 
to satisfy your normal urges?” asked the 
sexologists. "Mahmoub" replies that sheep are 
very pleasureful but not at all inclined to submit to 
sex with people. “I have to get them іп a position 
where they can't kick or run away. | usually lure 
them into a mud pit and their hind legs get stuck. 
When this happens | can walk behind them and 
enter them”. Masters & Johnson thank the 
shepherd for being so forthright and bid him good 
day. 


That night, the researchers compare notes. They 
agree that the predominant sexual practice of 
Middle-Eastern males is bestiality and that they 
have to lure the animal into a safe position so they 
can engage in rear entry intercourse. They also 
agree that while the data appears to be conclusive 
they need at least one more data point before they 
can publish. That night they make plans to travel 
to Saudi Arabia to conduct one more interview. 


Masters & Johnson arrive in Saudi Arabia and 
meet “Mohammad” a well-to-do farmer who raises 
goats and sheep. As before they ask him about 
his sexual practices. "Mohammad" tells them that 
goats and sheep are great for sex, with sheep 
being better lovers as goats struggle too much. 
"But you have several wives, all of them under the 
age of 13, why do you prefer goats and sheep?" 


“Mohammad” thinks for a bit and then answers, 
"Goats and sheep are strictly there for my 
pleasure. My wives are too, but many times they 
forget their place and speak out of turn or want 
things that are only for men, such as driving or 
going to school". 


Masters & Johnson take all this down and then 
ask "Mohammad" about the mechanics of his 
sexual activities with the animals. 


"| get naked then | put the left hoof on my right 
shoulder and the right hoof on my left shoulder 
and she stands facing me. | thrust forward into 
her until | gift her with my seed.” 


The researchers look at each other quizzically. 


"Mohammad that is very unusual!" 
“How so?” 


“In all our research we have found that Middle- 
Eastern men mount their animals from behind.” 


“Mohammad” gives them a disgusted look and 
replies “What? No kissing?". 


LORD COKEHEAD 


An unelected member of the UK's upper house has resigned after footage emerged of 
him taking cocaine. Lord 'Coke-Fiend' Sewel was seen snorting some white powder, 
wearing a bra, and generally having a whale of a time with two ladies of negotiable 
hospitality. 


"It's disgraceful behaviour, the whole system has been brought into disrepute. How can 
there possibly be any trust in us now? Before, people thought we were just in it for the 
money, but now our good name has been besmirched by someone with an ulterior 
motive", complained Ms Luscious, official spokeswoman of the Prostitutes' Union. "If 
you can't trust your hookers not to sell you out to the tabloids, who can you trust?" 


Lord Sewel did not make any comment, 
because he was completely off his tits. 


Recommended Reading 


My Outrage Is Better Than Your Outrage 
By James Hamblin 


Even when a dentist kills an adored lion, and everyone is 
furious, there's loftier righteousness to be had. 


We must talk about Islam 
By Jeffrey Tayler 


A faith that affects everyone should be susceptible to critique 
by all. Anew documentary gets the Charlie Hebdo aftermath 
wrong: Freedom of expression is at stake for us all. 


The British Left's Hypocritical Embrace of Islamism 
By Maajid Nawaz 


Anti-extremist campaigner Maajid Nawaz embodies 
grievances that liberals claim to care about. So why is he 
being viciously attacked by them? 


Minority Wars: Why The Next Ten Years Will Set Everyone 
Against Everyone By Milo Yiannopoulos 


Democratic presidential candidates Sen. Bernie Sanders and 
Martin O’Malley came face to face with the tragic state of American 
progressivism recently, when an 11,000-strongrally of progressive 
activists was disrupted by #BlackLivesMatter protesters. 
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Owen Jones 


Full story 
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It is no secret that the climate in the West is quite 
hostile towards any type of military intervention, mainly 
as a result of the long and bloody conflicts in 
Afghanistan and Iraq over the last decade. 


It is irritating and frustrating to find yourselves the 
recipient of every demand, to be called upon in every 
crisis, and to always be expected to get involved 
everywhere. Intervention is an extremely delicate 
matter and it is only fair to appreciate the complexity 
of it. 


There are many blurred lines. There are many grey zones. 
Action has consequences. But so has inaction. The 
consequences of inaction must not be neglected, ignored 
or forgotten, for they can sometimes have consequences 
even more devastating than the choice to take action. 


as a Principle Consultant to The European Parliament Intergroup on the Freedom 
of Religion or Belief, and Religious Tolerance. 


У (OMsIntervention 


a hscentre.org 


The nature of war has significantly changed since the 
days of the great wars. Nowadays, we often find 
ourselves at war not with countries, but with groups 
which operate in ungoverned spaces, where anarchy 
and extremism have been left to fester unchallenged 
and where violence againstinnocentcivilians becomes 
a daily occurrence without consequence or 
punishment. This is a trend that will only intensify and 
which we do not have the luxury of ignoring. 


When we debate the question of war, it is of utmost 
importance to remember the many different types of 
interventions. You cannot compare a full-scale 
invasion of the kind we have seen in Iraq and 
Afghanistan to our intervention in Libya. Or to the air 
campaign currently being undertaken in Iraq and Syria. 
These are very much ‘apples and oranges’. 


We almost exclusively focus on military campaigns 
that the majority would consider failures, rather than 
looking at different interventions and trying to learn 
lessons of what went wrong and what went right. The 
successful interventions, most notably Sierra Leone 
and Kosovo, are hardly ever mentioned anymore, 
despite many thousands of lives being saved and 
spectacular improvement witnessed in these former 
warzones. 


What also happened in recent history, probably the 
most brutal reminder of the consequences of inaction, 
is the genocide in Rwanda in 1994 where 800,000 
people were butchered over the course of 100 days, 
whilst international actors were left as paralysed 
bystanders, watching in horror, but failing to react. 


Let that sink in. 800,000 lives extinguished in just 100 
days. 


The equivalent of three World Trade Centre attacks 
every single day for 100 days. 


And so, yes, there are circumstances in which military 
action is legitimate and just, as well as down right 
necessary. Many will ask: but why are we intervening 
in country x, but not in country y? If we were trying to 
prevent such crimes from taking place allover the world 
all the time we would do little else than intervene. 
True. But it is like saying: we cannot save all starving 
children. Let’s save none. 


There are situations in which, when circumstances 
allow, we should and must take action. 


Of course, military intervention has to be a last resort. 
The last resort. Whenever we have to resort to the use 
of force, we have already failed. Waris always a symbol 
of failure. It means we have failed to contain a threat 
and a crisis from escalating to the point of no return. 


Unfortunately, such situations are an undeniable 
reality. 


Genocide, under international law, is defined as the 
crime of all crimes — the intent to annihilate in parts or 
in whole an entire people. Wipe them off the face of 
the earth just because they have the wrong ethnicity 
or religion. 


We see that in Iraq and Syria right now. According to 
the UN, what ISIS has done to the Yezidi minority was 
attempted genocide and ISIS has successfully driven 
the last Christians — one of the oldest Christian 
communities in existence — out of Mosul where they 
lived for over 1600 years. ISIS are also accused of 
crimes against fellow Muslims, for the simple crime of 


being Shia. Being the wrong kind of Muslim. That is 
cleansing. 


Acts of genocide can never be allowed to be purely 
internal matter, where it is considered ‘none of our 
business’. We cannot let the evil of ethnic cleansing 
stand. 


The Iraqi army has proven unable to protect its citizens. 
Thousands of Iraqi soldiers fled when ISIS advanced. 
And the Syrian Government is clearly neither able nor 
willing to protect its people, responsible for hundreds 
of thousands of deaths. 


Many will remain unconvinced: why do we have to 
police the world? 


But if you do not see the moral justification, think about 
it in realist terms: We live in an extremely 
interdependent world where we cannot turn our backs 
on conflicts and the violation of human rights within 
other countries if we want still to be secure. 


ISIS’ war has already reached us: Long before we got 
militarily involved in the conflict, a young man from 
Tunisia, who fought alongside ISIS, returned to 
Belgium and shot 3 people in a Jewish museum in 
Brussels. ISIS’ first victims on European soil. Many 
more were to follow. 


Intervention has significant shortcomings and pitfalls. 
It is an imperfect tool to right wrongs. One key principle 
of any intervention must be: do no harm. If we get 
involved, we have to be significantly committed and 
try everything to get it right. Half-nearted measures 
can exacerbate the violence and can be just as 
dangerous as no action at all. 


And often it also lacks a clear purpose. Again, Syria 
and Iraq are cases in point. It was right authorise air 
strikes against ISIS strongholds, but this is not the key 
to defeat them. Even with brave partners on the 
grounds, above all the Kurds, we will eventually have 
to consider an element of ground troop deployment, 
if we are serious about not only containing but 
eradicating ISIS. 


Ask yourself if you really want to raise children in a 
world where genocide, ethnic cleansing and mass 
murder go unpunished? If we go down that road, what 
makes us different from any other creatures that do 
not benefit from a moral compass and cannot tell the 
difference between good and evil? If that is the position 
we are to take, is it simply innocent men, women and 
children we are abandoning and putting at risk, or also 
our principles and values we hold so dearly, and so 
many have fought and died for? 


Virginia Byrnes ёс Dusty Daffodil are the 


Considering you’re a penis 
carrying misogynist, that’s 
an admirable sign 


| bet you were 
outraged at that 
scientist for wearing 
a sexist shirt and Tim 
Hunt's sexist joke 


The world is rife with gender 
inequality and it has to stop 


| focus more on human 
rights abuses like 

honour killings, forced 
marriage and FGM 


No, no, no, real feminazis 
prefer to ruin the careers of 
scientists for telling sexist 
jokes or wearing sexist shirts 


HELP! HELP! This 
misogynist pig is 
threatening to kidnap me 
and sell me as sex slave! 


I’m going to Saudi Arabia 
next week to a gender 
equality demo, do you 

fancy coming? 


Eh? I’m only 
trying to help 


Doctors Need Attention Too 
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FEATURING 


Palle МАР BADAWI 


Raif is not a criminal - he is a prisoner of conscience who called for free speech on his 
website. His treatment by authorities in Saudi Arabia has been nothing short of a vicious 
act of cruelty. 


Raif was arrested in June 2012. In May 2014 he was found guilty of breaking Saudi Arabia's 
strict technology laws and insulting Islamic religious figures by creating and managing an 
online forum. 


He was sentenced to 10 years in prison, 1,000 lashes, a fine of 1 million Saudi Riyal (over 
a quarter of a million US dollars), and prevented from using any kind of media or travelling 
until 2034. 


ለ CARTOON AGAINST EVERY LASH (24) #FreeRaif 
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Aseem Trivedi is an independent cartoonist and free speech activist from New 
Delhi, India. He is creating a cartoon for each of the 50 lashes Raif Badawi has 
received. Above is number 24 in his series of SO. Vive Charlie will be featuring 
his cartoons each week so please follow him on Twitter. 

(@aseem_trivedi 
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UNTIL A VILLAGE IN KENYA GETS ITS IDIOT BACK 


Had a hard day beheading infidels? Not 


Relax with a Quran approved game straight from Mecca - "Rock the Hussy". 


Play as a holy man and carry out the holy mission: Stone the immodest girls 
whilst avoiding harming the good subjugated Muslim women in burkas. 
What could be more holy? May your violent God go with you. 


